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llhe relation between 'revenues from motion pictures 
and the picture ratings (G^ PG^ t, X) by the Hotlon Picture . 
Association cf America vas examined* successful films v^ere those 
listed by "variety" magazine as the top revenue producers for the' 
§iven year* Data were collected for the years 1969-1979, The Analysis 
shoved that years in vhich fevet films vere produced had greater 
ratios" of successful films^ usually o-v^r 25X* An annual markfet 
saturation point of abo.ut 400 fil*ms v&s evident. The tvo cen^tral 
rating categories^ PG and B^, dominated fhe system^ accounting for 
78,5X of *all films rated* Films witK PG ratings enjoyed the highest, 
average success ratio, of the four categories* of t^e 1^836 fi^ms 
rated PG from 1969 to 197s; n91 or 26*7% vere considered successful* 
The PS category had the largest number of , successful films for, each . 
year in the study, close behind PC in oyerall success vas the G 
category^ belying the myth that G ratings were «b6z office poison." 
Pictures rat€d G enjoyed a .2«*2X success ratio over xhe entire 
period* Although more films were rated E than any other category^ 
thQir success ra€io.was only 13.7X, Th€ number of films rated E each 
year varf€d . greatly ^ but the ^number of million ^dollar revenue ^ 
producing E films was guite stable frop year to year* The success 
'ratic.for x^ralted films was only S%. (BlJ 
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*MOyiE RATIN(K and REVENUES: , 
ELtVEN YEARS OF SUCCESS RATIOS 

Introduction and Purpose 
The Motiort Picturje Association of America CtJPAA) instituted 

^ voluntary, fpur-catego*ry audience-suitability ratirtg system on 

I ' ' 

Nov. 1, 1968\ In the first 11 yea^ ofjthe fystem*s operation, 

about 5,000 feature films were rated by. the Classification and 

Rating Administration CdARA), the KPAA*s seven-member panel of 

evaluators. *rhe M?/iA estimates that "some 99% of the producers 

creating enter^taining, seriously intended, responsible films ( Tiot 

hard core portography) do in fact submit their films for ratings" . 
"■f . ■ 

(30, p. 6, emphasis, in original). * 

Even before the system began operation, and continuing to the 

■present, people speculated about possible effects of the various 

ratings on box office returns. The restricted ratings CR and X) 

were foreseen, on^he one; iiand, handicaps, since they, would 

directly" limit potential audience size. But on the other hand R 

b F 

and X were^ seen as symbols of "forbidden fruit" that might increase 
the attractiyenesfe, and hence' revenues ,^of these films. . Similarly, 
,the implications of the ratings of unrestricted films CG and P5^ 
alternatefly were T>redicted to affect box office returns positively 
("safe") and negatively ("childish")'. Producers and distributors 
had their opinions of which ratings attracted and which repelled 

audiences, and they banked more frequently oiy some categories than 

1 ' ' I 

on (fthers. But, though theories were advanced, no one knew* 



Review of literature 
Published reports on 'the rating system have discussed con* 
tfovefsies surrounding particular films and their ratings (5^ 8^ 
20^ 27) indicated suggestions for improving the system .(10^ pp. 101- 
108; 17^ 22)^ and supported its voluntary nature. (9 /14) • Untested 
cdmments about and isolated examples of the audience appeal of 
Various ratings are 'noted from time to 'time^ and may be summarized 
as follows : t - " ■ - , ^ 

I 

- G has been described as "box office poison" 
(15, 23,. 29).^ 

- PG has been seen as a desir^^Xe category. 

- R^- also seen as desirable (21^ 3^)^ has been 
viewed as too brbad a category (25), 

- X has .been perceived as a dategory to be avoided 

r 

. ^ (10; 28, p: 44),^ . \ , ' 

Although the ratingis have provoked a good deal of speculation and 

debate, few empirical . analyses have b^en conducted. Especially 

" ' 

germane to the purposes of the study reported Jiere is one finding 
of the Hou&e Subco^ittee on Small business Problems (discussed 
below). Their 1978 report mad^ special' note of the fafct that "there 
have been no rfese&rphed studies cn the relationship between the 
various MPAA ratings and box Office receipts" (28^, p.^54). Among 

the empirical research on ratings that does eiti^t are studies which 

/ ■ * ' ' ^ t ' ' ' 

have examined the public*s awareness 5^nd use .of the system (19, 31)^ 

the l^airness wijih ^which ratings are assigned to indepejtdent producers 

as. compared to, 'major studios (28), and the mean revenues o^ the four 

categorizes o^ef a two-year period (^) . ' ' " \ 



In an early study, Robertus and '^FifitoW' CH) discovered that 

^ - ■ ■ , ] ■ ■ • ■ 

teenagers were more likeljr titan their parents to .report use 6f -the . 

fi/ystem in film selecti^^n, C.^tote that this finding is somewhat ■'^l; 

/odds with the* system's/ ostensible purpose - that of providing , 

advice for parents con!cei^ii/g -their children's, movie attendance^) 

Mot*e recently^ AustinIO) repotted that among high*%chool stu^fnts 

more than half < 53 , 3^/ indic^ated that a film's rating was either / , 

^very impoijtant^ or 'jimportanf* to their attendance decision/" 

Unfortunately neither of these two studies focused in on specific^ 

/ " ^ ^ ■ ■ V . 

rating categories noi* the possible differential effects that may"\v,/ 

exist. One Cexpiordtory) stucjy (Dousing an experimental design// 

has been conducted ro ascertain the influence of ratings on mbvie ' 

attendance decisions; no significant difference C'p.> ^OS) was 

found between the four ratings and the subjects^ (high school 

students) likelihopd of film attendance, ' ' v ■ 

Research pondiicted for the MPAA by the Opinion Research 

Corporation (19) indicated .that, in 1977, 97% of both the total ^ 

movie-going public (12 ye^rs old and over) and movie-going adults 

(18 and over) wei'e "aware^ of the rating system and Virtually .tio 

one (less than qf.5%> had not Aeard of it. Valenti- (31) reported 

that by 197H^ 6^% of the parents surveyed believed' the rating., • 

system to^fce vei*y' or fairly useful as 'a guide for decidihg what 

movies their children should see. However, thi& find'ing conflicts 

with two earlier reports/ Y«ager's 1971 study (33) found that the ■ 

ratings were j/erceiv^d' as a form of- censorship and that parents 

had skeptical/reactions to the ratings. Similarly, O'Dell (is) 

reported tha^ the, rating system was not found to be held in high 



^s'teeni by parents^ * . 

' i •■ ' ' . • - . 

■^n 1978 the Hpuse Subcommittee on Special" Small Business 

Problems investigated Whether or. not the HPAA rating system 
; ■ ■ V 

, discriminated against independent. producers by assigning .them 

.' ' * * 

, more restrictive ratings for their f^lms. In their Report > "the 

SuBtqJn^ttefe found that claims of discrimination were unfounded** 

. ■ ' ' \ * * * ■ 

and that "there was no evideijce whatsoever that some productions 

'ar^^ f ayored over others?' (28, pp,.80> 77)* Austin (2, p, 397) 

-ai^alyze^ film r.atings fot the 1958-197? period and reported, 

'*i5dependent producers, were found to haVe had significantly mor^ 

of their pictures rated either R or'X than did Major-Minor pro- 

* ducers,'* Austin^* s finding, however*, cannot necessarily be inter- 
preted "^as an indication of ^discrimination on the part of the 
industry, MPAA, or^CARA, That independents .earned more R and X 
yatings-mi^t, for instance, pean that they ^produced pictures - 
with more violence, sex, etc, ^ . , * ' 

Austin and Simonet's ,(ti) pilot study fbr the present research 
analyzed the relationship betwefen railings and distributor rentals 
. for 1977 and 1378. Thejr :Jfindijjgs 'indicated that: PG*rated films 

* had thjB highesf mean rentatls aniong^t?oth all films rated by the ^ 
MPAA ^nd^thqse films earning ^1 million o?» more> films rated PG 
^lere signific^ntl]^ (p'< ,001) .mbi^e Ixkely to earn higher rentals ^ 
th^h any of the 6irh6r tWee categories when mean rentals for all^ 

• 4 / ' 

^ ' ■ f m .- - 

films iie^e copipired, and no significant difference Cp>',OS)\ 



between M^an rentals, by MPAA rating wer4 found^ among films which, 
^s^rned $J. miii^ibn or more'* , - '^^ 



V . • ■ ^ , ■ Problem and Procedures ' . . 

The problem of this study was to devise and analyze ^^suQcess 

« 

ratios'* for the various rating categox^ies 

Producers can plan for a desired rating froA tfie earliest 

7 

preproduction phase of. filnunaJcing. , Through^ careful scripting^ 

" ' • / • ' ' , » • * 

shooting and editing* and through CARA*6 guidance*in each phase » 

a desired rating can almost always' be achieved. In 1980 ^ a,t 

least tvo films were released wi.th what might be described as *^self-' 

assigned^ r.atings (William Fl?iedMn's Cruising apd' Stanley Kubrick's 

The Shining ) . 6i<ren^ then^ the assumption th^ ratings'^are control- 

lable production variables » .this study ^as designed to answer a 

i^bgical ques^tion of fcovie producers: What rating best ensures box 

off ice success? From the standpoint of investors in this higti^isK 

industry: Wl|at is the safest rating to ensure favopabiLV return on 

investment?. ^^^^ 

To answer fthis^.we reviewed the firs^ 11 full years of the 

.ratings ^ essentially the entire history of the system to date, 

(Only, part of the year's prddu^rion 'was rated in 1968;.) We analyzed 

the frequencies with which Various ratings were assigned to feaCiiUres 

and the ^fi>equencies with which featimt^^ilms ffi-each category \^eje 

^successful," ' " 

■ MinxJU^l "success" whs .defined asjpevenues of at least $1 million 

(1969 dollars) in United States-Canada rfent^als^ as reporte<^S>^ " 

Variety . The floor of $1 million^ the longirtanding cutoff point of 

Variety 's annual lists of top-grossing films^X'^Big Rental Films")/ 

Was adjusted for iriflation^ using the Consximer Price Indexy to yield - 



the values listed in Table 1, This procedtj^re »^ adjusting the 



Table 1 About IferB 

revenues to const^ant 1969 dollars, raised the level required for 
"success" each year until it becajne nearly $1,7 million in the 
last yisar-of the study, 1979, 

« 

Individual films on this **successful" adjust^d-million-dollar 
list were. not necessarily profitable) For example, a 1969 film with 
a negative cost of $1,5 million^ (approximately the average budget 
of featiire films that year^) probably would not show a profit with 
only million in domestic rentals. To eaafn the double or triple 
returns commonly accepted as, the ^profit point in the industry would 
require about $1.5 million, in domestic rentals, plus the same amount 

in foreign rentals, plus television and nontheatrical sales. 

t , ' ' 

Nevertheless, ds a group, the films were "successful." They 
were the top .20 percent of revenufe-eamer?. They represented the 
rule*of-thumb two films in 10 acknowledged to be ^profitable in- the 
industry. Almost exactly that proportion^ (19.5%) ^ all films rated 
in, the 11 yearl^qualif ied for the "success" standard of this st^idy. 
'The "successful*' film of this study was the one film of every five 
rated that qualified to be identified as a top-grosser in Variety ^ 
(after Variety *s qualifying standar^^was adjusted for inflation.) 

Film grosses were recorded from the January anr^iversary issues 
of Variety in whidh the precnding year*s top-grOfssing films are 
lis^ted. Reissues were listed by Vag^iety with the latest yeai*'s 
revenues only. In this study, reissues were treated as individual 
films. Therefore, the study might be des);ribed accurately ^s 



dealing witlv releases^ not titles* - \ * ^ 

Ratings were recorded from annual reports of CARA, For 
consistency, films originally rated either M or GP were counted 
in PG, the/present-iday category, ^ ^ 

' Results 

V 

. ' Annual frequencies for all feature films rat^d by the 'KPAA 
since'1969', the number of films earning over.$l million, and 
corresponding success ratios are reported*ln Table 2, The data 
presented in Table 2 indicate tha1^ after 1969, when 25*8% of all 



Tabte 2 About Here. 



MPAA-rated films were succe'^ssful , the industry suffered a severe 
five-year decrease in the ^rcentage of films which were successful 
from 1970 through 1974 the' success ratia ranged from 15,1* to 16*0% 
Beginning in I975^1:he success ratio began to steadily improve 
(19/6%) reaching a peak of JO, 5% in 1979* Further, as might be 
expected 'intuitively, *rab}-e 2 discloses that the fewer the numbfer 
of films released Ci',e,, rated Ijy/the MPAA), the greater the annual 
success ratio; In 1969 the MPAA rated 325 films and the success 
ratio was 25,, S%, It was not iintil 1977 when a similar success 
ratio was again achieved <24,3%), at which time 378 films were 
r^ted* Between 1969 and 1977 the number of' features rated, in 
eyery jfear, never dips below 400 (431 films, rated in 1970 was the 
low point), Converaiely, during those years when the sx^ccess r^tio 
hovered abciut the one-quai^er mark, the number of feature^ rated / 



never exceeded 378 . J^hereforC:, the data in Table 2 sugge^ an 
annual market saturation-point about tfOO films above whicit one 

can expect notable reductions in success ratio percentages. 

' . ^ '^^ ' ' 

As is shown in Table 3, R was the category assigned most 

frequently -during the first 11 years of the ratings, followed by 



Table 3 About ffere 



PS, then S, then X. In all, »H.3* of feature films were rattid 
37.2% were PS; iH.6% were S; and-6.9* were X.,; R was the largest 
category in seven of the 11 years. (In the other four, PS was' 

If m 

l€trgest.> ^ ' ' - 

A randomized blbck analysis of variance test was performed 
on the number of films rated each year in each category. While 
the data are frequency data rather than interval data* it is felt 
.that the nature of the responses and robustness <Sf th«f technique 
will obviate any difficulties. The results of the analysis indicate 
that the ratings do not' all have equal frequency of subrnj^ssion 
(F = 79. H, df 5 3, 30, p<,0001). puncan/s multiple-range test 
indicate's, at the 5% level of significance, that the niuaber of R 
and PS features released during the period were. not statistically 
significantly <;^i:^erent, btit they were significantly more frequent 
than the number of S films released, which in turn was significantly 
greater than the ^number c^f X films released." 

The two centrist categories, PS and R, decidedly dominated the 
system. Together, they accoufffeed for 78.5% of all films rated j 
during the 11 years." Senerally, the percentage of films rated in'^ 

. • ■ 10 - ' 



* ' * * 

these two categories iiicreased over. the years. In 68.3% of 

the films were PS or R;\in 1979^ this percentage was>up to 84.5. 

■ - \ ^ 
A decline in number of S\ films accounted for mo ^t of th^ change. 

♦ \^ , ' ' * 

f ' \ ' 

PS enjoyed the highest average success ratio of the four' 
categories in the 11-year^^istory of the ratings. A total o^^ 91 
of the 1^836 films rated Pip from 1969 to 1979 reached the million- 
dollar (adjusted) level of Wevenues^ giving ";the category' an over- 
all success ratio of 26*7%. | This ^as more than 7 percentage points 
higher than the success rat^o for all films; The overall success 



ratio of 26^7%-^etfi^THat a PS film had slightly better than one 
chi^p^ in four of garnering $1 million in rentals, .^^nual success 
ratios for ^S films ranged from 16.6% in 1970 to 44.8% in 1979. 
In year-by-year success ratios* PS ranked first in six of the ll 
years, ranked second (to S) in five yeai^s and ranked third (after 
S and R) in one year. Moreover, in six of the 11 years, the PS 
category alone accounted for more than half of that year*s million* 
dollar films. The peak occurred in 1978^ wlien 61.1% of the success- 
ful films were rated PS.. The success ratio was tested for a differ- 
ence in means by a randomized blo<^]c analysis of variance . The 
ratio was first transformed by the arcsin transformation^'' to 
stkbilize *the variance. Results of the AKOVA routine indicated a 
significant difference among the mean success ratios^ (F = 24.16^ 
df = 3, 30, p <.0001). Duncan*s mUltiple -range test' indicated 
that the mean success ratio *or PSyasVndt different from S,' but 
they were significantly greater tKan the R success ratio, which 
in turn was^ significantly greater than the success ratio for X. 

Although PS was not the largest category (the R category had 



\ • ' ■■■„.■ 10 

201 more films thain fS), the PS category included every year the. 
largest number of successful films. In an average year, R led 
PS in -^releases" by ^bout 18 films, but PS led R in successful films 
by ^bout 19 film^V also accounted for the largest peryjentages , 
each year, of successful films among all features rated* In 
^these statistics, whose denominator indicates "total industry 
production (not sii^piy the total in the category), PS ip recent 
years outperformed R by about 2 *tb 1 and S by aboulT 5 to 1; 

Close behind PS. in overall success ratios came tlie S category, 
belying the myth that S ratings are "l^x -bffiie poison*'* Over the 
XI years, S pictures enjoyed a 7M.2% success ratio* *the S ratios, 
however, were based on snfeller denomi^pators ; the number of films 
rated jS every year was always les§ than half the number rated PS, 
In 1979 , S films enjoyed the unusually high'Success ratio of 5J*^6%, 
^ore'filips were rated R than any otheri; category .over the 11 



years, but the R films' sucpess " ratio was only 13^"/%* . .While th§ 
number of films rated R each- year varied ^reatly^ ranging frpln 83. 
to 276, the number of million-dollar R films was quite- stable -from, 
year-to-year i ranging from an alX-tii^e low of 20 per year to an " ^ 



At 



all-time high of onlj^ 33* So while success* ratios varied consider- 
ably in this pategory (from 9,8% to 2H,1%) there seemed to be, a 
constant and predictable market for a cer)^|^ volume of R fi^s* 
From 20^ to 33 R-rated films reached the^^^5'uf^^d"'^*illi<^ri'^d<^ll^^ 
level eacli year no matter hov many ^l^ere released* 

The success ratio for ^ the category was only 5*0%, From ' 
1977 on, not a single film was reported in. Variety to have earned 
$1 million (adjusted) ^n domestic rentals. 



* The number of ^uccessfu^^ilms 'Un ^ea9h of the four categories 
are not all equal bajged on' a randomized block ANOVA tF = 7SM\ 
df^s^S/ 30, .p <.0001). Duncan's test indicated that 'the "four ^ 
''categories were , significantly different ^from each other ^Cp</6l).^ 
■Dve^ the 11 years, the unrestricted Categories (S and PG) 
Qombined adominted forv>69.li^^ the. suctiessful films, whiJK„ the^ 
restricted Wreegories' CR and X) combined accounted for 30 ,9%\ \ 



Discussion 

' It is jiot posisible to infer causal explanations fotf any . ^ 

» ^ ' - 

r^Ationships^that appeared between ratings and revenues; Other ^ 

'variables have not been controlled. However, "the differences 

■ ^ ^ It 

thit appeared in' succ.ess ratios call for .at least tentative 
explanations* . * - ^ . 

^ The high Success ratios found for PS film^^ight. be explained 
by their accessibility" to the entire audience and by their lack 

of negative content associations of either 6 (perhaps too **chiid- 

■* . 

ish*^) or of the restricted categories (perhaps, too ^ "adult The 

findings of this iatudy regarding PS tended to confirm the ^trend 

observed in Austin and Simonet*s analysis of mean revenues by 

category (H), PG was the leading category., in tftat*"study also. 
^ J. ^ / " ■ * ' " , - ^ y 

^ More* surprising were the success ratios of the much^jiAligned 6 
i\ ^ ' ^ ^ ■ . / , 

■■^films. Host^ikely, G films, benefited frbm'lniiversal accessibility 

But another >exp:^anation could bie that the producers of 6 films ■ 

simply know their audiences and their marketplaces betteri than do 

the producers of 4?estricted films* Successful S-rated four- ' 

■* wallers that seemed to benefit from careful marketing would be 



; ' '} i 12 

cases in point. Put another way, a relatively ^ high prop^ortion of 
* 

G-filJn producers may go ahead witji a production ^only Mhen*a hit 
is assured* ■ *■ ■ , - / 

The relatively low success ratios of both restricted cate-, , 
gories could be. explained by the obvious limitation that the * 
^luntary rating system imposed on potential audience size. If 
this were the^ r^easpn,^it also would be coftfirmation thai: the rating 
system was accepted by th^ public ,an4/or enforced by theat^ 
operators. But other possible contributing factors could ^e:" 

'-^Limitations on bookings and advertising' of restricted films., 

- Underreporting in Variety of revenues from drive-in R*s 
' and porno-hpuse X'^s* ■ ^ 

Irrelevance of the success standard of the study because*- . 
o^. low production budgets fdr some restricted films * *^ 

In general, the study found that t)ie categories ^:hat were 

most popular with audience^were not t^e pategori^s thit were most 

popular with producers. If producers/went solely by the findinj^s ^■ 
of this study, they would produce moinfe G filios, fewer R Wlms an'd 

virtually no X films. That might w(mk only to a certain Ipoint if 

demand^ for G film's proved to be no /more elastic than that for- II, 

However, the changes, would have tl^e^ advantage of evening out the 

frequencies of three categories; presently, we are moving toward 

a .two-category system (PG and Vi* In the opinion of t^e authors , 

this evening out ^uid be aidea by narrowing of the crdteria for 

PG and R, Xn addition, 'X could be widened to include other kinds 

o5 adult material Ijpsid^s ha/*d-core sex* (In 1§69, when X'was 

percei^^S^ more broadly than/ it |is today, the category had a 
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Success ratio of 2H.9%.), Adding additional categories would not 
help the ; audience , in ouf _ j^rinion, but institutionalizing expXana 
tory notes along *ith the ratings wpuld likely improve the system 
.utility. . ■ ^ ■ • . 
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Footnotes 

. ^Munson (16, p. 28H> notes thait "Distributors today are 
hesitant to buy certain films .before screenings or release because 
of the ratings that will be imposed. Many others welcome ratings 
that condemn* This condemnation is the basis for their entire 
sales, program. 

^Directo^ Joe ( Benji ) Camp has noted that "^G is really tough" 
(7). Soupfler producer' Robert B. Radnitz testified at a House 
hearing^ (28, p. 36),t.hali:a 6 rating was ^an audience turn off" and 
that "Because of the public's antipathy 'to the we filmmakers 
ire eschewing certain fine film subjects^ and^he treatment of 



sajne*. ^ 



^Among other films (pee 26)^ Saturday Night Fever was re- 
edited^ in order to qualify for a PG rerelease, (In this case^ 
the PG version^ with, about $6*5 million in rentals^ vas much* 

'less successful than the which earned around $70 million C2l].) 
Jeffries (12^ p, Sl^^asserts that **Many producers try to ensure a 
PG or R rating' by the gratuitous addition of 'strong' 'language or 
nuditj or violence," WitJi Star Wars^ for instance^ 20lfh Century* 
Fax pushed for a PG r'ating (7), Walt Disney Productions^ the 
grtudio with aj\ unbroken ^tradition of G-rat^d films^ began releasing 
PG films in 1979 with Gary^elson's The - Black Hole / Dana Lombardo^ 
Disney's marketing research manager for motion pictures and tele- 

\ vision^ explained that the acceptability o^ PG ratings was pre- 
tlsted in focus groups with parents^ young adults ^ and children* 



V ■ 

"What Me*ve discovered,*' she said, **is that the Disney name is a 
rating in itself, which m^ans strong moral values and safe family 
entertainment.'* A 'PG would only indicate a little more so^istica-- 
tion, the tes,t subjects felt (13), 

u 

Pollock (21, p, 4) cites '*a belief held by most segments of 
the movie industry: that teen-agprs, who constitute the most 
dedicated movie audience, simply prefer to taste the forbidden 
f^uit of R-rated movies," 

5 * ' 

Ryan (25) Quotes producers ' complaints that The Blue Lagoon 

and Nijinsky should not be placed in the some category as Cruising * 

The PG rating, too, has come under fire from some groups as Seing 

too expansive (^6), 

Farljer (10, p, 48), a film critic an<J, for six months, a 
member of CARA wrote that **,wan X rating cuts a film's revenue by 
as much as fifty percent chiefly as a result of , , , theater and 
newspaper bans [on advertising] , , , * the X rating has become a 
tremendous liability," Parenthetically, Farber noted that "an R 
rating may chop twenty percent off a' film*s earning potential**' 



Sfee also (10, pp, 46-54), 



' 1 ' ' 

The New York Nights Company offering circular September 17, 

^g?79, described a proposed film for which no cast had been contracted 

but prospective investorg\ were told, *'The picture will be designed^ , 

and shot for an MPAA^ ^R^/fRestricted) rating," 

> ■ 



8 

See Farber (10, pp. 55-72) who states that '^Because of its 
ties to the studios* the board CCARA} has always seen itself as 
working for the industry - and this notf means 'arranging* pictures 
to give a member company the rating it wants whenever possible'* 
Cp» 59). The most current example of a filmmaker who "negotiated'* 
for a rating is Brian De Palma (32)* When Pressed^ to Kill was 
first submitted *to the MPAA, De Palm^ was advised that the ^ilm 
would probably be rated X, **a financial kiss of death" (32, p. 13). 
De Palma re-cut and re*submitted' his film three times before CARA 
assigned an R rating, 

9 

Based on industry estimates as reported in (11, p* 36A)* 

^*^See George W. Sn^decor and William G* Cochran, Statistical 
Methods, 6th ed . (Ames, Iowa: Iowa State University Press, 1967), 
pp. 327-329. ' '^^ 

^^A film such as Russ Meyer's Cherry , Harry and Raquel , for 
instance, which was rated X in X969, most likely would be rated R 
today. 



ERIC 



REFERENCES 



1. Austin^ Bruce A* "The Influence of the MPAA*s Film" Rating 

System on Motion Picture Attendance: A Pilot. Study 

Journal of Psj^chology ^ in press* 
2* Austin^ Bruce Av "Rating the Movies*" Journal of Popular 

Film and television 7 Cu),-lf80, pp* 38U-399* 
*3 * Austin, Bruce A* "Motion Picture Attendance and Factors 

Influencing Movie Selection Among High School Students/.' 

ERIC 177 630* 

U* Austin, Bruce X* and Thomas Siionet* ^^Ratings and Revenues*" 
; Paper presented to the University Film Association, 

' 33rd Annual Conference August 1979, Ithaca, New York* 
5* "Bucking the Trend*" Camden Courier-Post , February 10, 1979, 
p. 17. 

6. ■''Catholics Think Translation of Valenti Code P6 Rating; 

'Liberty Spelled with an F . "* Variety / January 26, 

1977, p. 6. 

7. CBS Television. ."30 Minutes." Broadcast on October\21, L978, 

' WCAU-TV,^ Philadelphia, PA. ^ 

8. "Bown-to-Wii?e 'R' Allows Sun. Ads on Kubrick's 'Shining. *" »- 

Variety , May 21, 1980, pp. 1, 92. V 
. 9. "Exhibs' Fear of Broad Porno Bills: Maizes Borderline Pics 
Hazardous." Variety , March lu, 1979, p. 31. 

10. Farber, Stephen. The Mpvie Rating Gamy . Washington, D.C.: 

Public Affairs Press, 1972. 

11. Gertner,' Richard (ed.). Motion Picture Almanac 1980 . ITew 

York: ' Quigley Publishing Co., 1980. 



ERIC 



19 



12, Jeffries, Georgia, '*The Problem with G," Ajnerican Film , 

June 1978 , pp. 50*57 • 

13. Lomb'ardo, Dana. Telephone interview with Thoinas Simonet , 

Warch 9, 1979. 

Mayer, Michael, ^ "Film as Business: The Rating System," 

Take One , March 1977,*^ p, 39, _ 
15; "Modern Kids Shy From G; 'Marker* Happy With PG." Variety , 
A^>ril 9 , 1980 , pp. 7, 30, 

16, Munson, Chris, "The Marketing' of Motion Pictures," Unpub- 

lished D,B,A, thesis. University of Southern California, 
1969, ' ^ 

17, "Non-Sexy Horror Needs Non-X Ratings; So Argues Romero," 

Variety , April 18, 1979, p. 37* *> 

18, 0*Dell, Sylvia Lynii,( "A Study ^of Parents' Attitudes Towards 

the Motion Picture Association of America Rating " System, " 
Unpublished M.5. thesis, Oklahoma State University, 1'973 , 

19, ppinion l^esearch Corporation, "An Appraisal Sf the Motion 

Picture Industry's Voluntary Rating System," Princeton, 
New Jersey, October 26,, 1977, 

20, Pollock, Dale, "R-rated 'Cruising*: The MPAA Seal of 

Disapproval," Los Angeles Time s, May i*, '1980. Calendar 
section, pp, 1, 6-7, 

21, Pollock, Dale, "Ratings Struggle to ^tay Abreast," Los 

Angeles Times , May 5 , 1980 , ^art IV, pp, 1, 

22, Pollock, Dale, ''Movie Ratings: Time for a Change?" Los 

Angeles Times, May 6, 198d,^Part IV , pp, 1, 



ERIC . - 



i 



23. Preminger, Ingo. **M*A*S*H Notes.'* |s^uire, August 1970, 

pp. 60, 138, 142* , , s 

24. Robertus, -Patricia and Rita James Simons-. "The 'Movie Code: 

A View From Parents and teenagers.*"' Journalism Quarterly 
t7 (3), Autumn 1970, pp. 568-569, 629. 
25* Ryan, Desmond/ ""Despite Success, A Tough Fight for Backing**' 

Philadelphia Inquirer , July -7^ 1980 , p. 10-B* 
26* Shepard, David* *'W^ien is a Film the ^Film*^' American Film, 

H^ch 1979, pp. 6-7* 
27* 5territt, David* "'President's Men' Film: .Really PG?" The 

Christian Science Monitor , May 19 , '1976 , p* 2 r 
28* Subcommittee on Special' Small Business Problems* *'Movie 
'^^'Ratings and the Independent Producer*'' H*R*, 95th 

Congress, 2nd session* Washington* D*C*: U*S* Govern- 
ment Printing Office, March 21, 1978* 
29* Thomas, Bob. 'Producing Family Movies Now the Domain of a 

Bra^ Few.'* Boston Sunday Globe , January 12 , 19755 A-31 
30* Valenti, Jack* "The Movie Rating System/' New York: Motion 
Picture Association of America, no date (mimeographed), 
1, Valenti, Jack. "Rating th§. Movies.'* Journal of Communication 



26 (3), Summer 1976, pp. 62-63. 
Wood, Peter. "'Dressed to Kill* - How a Film Changes from ^ 
•X* to 'R*," Mew' York Times, July 20, 1980, sec' 2, 
pp . 13 , 19. 

33. Ye^ger, Suzanne White.- "G-GP-R-X: A- Q-Study of^the Movie 
Industry's Latest Attempt at Self-Regulation^'* tJnpub- 
liahed M,A, thesis. University of Missouri, 1971,. 



ERIC . ^1 



3H. Zoren, Neal. "Tha1r 'R' Can Sell More Ticket 
Courier^ Post ^ February 10, 1979, p. 17. 



TABLE 1 

MINIMAL DOMESTIC RENTALS US^D IN SUCCESS RATIOS 



Year Revenues 



1969 






$1,000 ;ooo 


1970 






$1,096,000 


197 1 






SI ISO 000 


1972 






^ $1,193'000 


1973 






$1,242,000 


1974 




* 


$1,325,00X1 


J.975 






$1,440,000 


1976 






$1,497,000 


19 77 






$1,560,000, 


19 78 






$l,632,a00 


1979 






■ $-1,683,000 



Source: U^S. Department- of Labor, Bureau of Labor' 
Statistics, Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage 
Earners and Clerical Workers, U,S. city average 
(1967 ^ 100, renormed to 1969 - 3,00). Figures for 
1969 through 1977 ^re based on annual average of 
indoor movie admissions index, which was discon- 
tinued in June 1978. The June 1978 figure was used 
for 1978 (June and July figures normally approximate 
the annual average). The figure for 1979 was inter- 
polated from the index for 'all admissions. 
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TABLE 2 

• FREQUENCIES AND SUCCESS RATIOS OP MPAA-RATED 







11- YEAR SUMMARY 






Features 
Rated 


Rentals 
Over $1M* 


Success 
Ratio 


1 0 o 


^ *1 c 


84 


25. 8% 


± 3 / u 


4 Jl 


69 


16.0% 


1 Q 7 1 


Dl J 


79 


15, 4% 


/ z 


C 4 /I 


85 


15.7% 


1 Q7 ^ 

" III 


C O 4 


90 


15. 4% 


1974 • 


523 


79 


15. li ■ 


1975 


459 


90 , • 


19.6% 


1976 


486 


^4 


19.3% 


1977 


378 


92 


24.3% 


1978 


334 


90 


26.9% 


1979 


361 


HQ 


30.5% 
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TABLE 3 

"mpaa ratihg frequencies ajto success ratios, 1969-I9l9 



Year 


Features 
Rated 


Films 
Rentals * 
Over $1M» 


Success 
Ratio 


t 

yeatlires 
1 Rated 


PG Films 
Rentals 
Over $1M* 


Success 
Ratio 


Features 
Rated 


R Films 
Rentals 
Over $1>{* 


Soccess 
Ratio 


Feat ures 
Bated 


X Films 
Rentals 
Over $IH* - 


Succes 
Ratio 


1969 


81 


28 


31^.6^ , j 


139 


32 


23.0? ■ 


83 


• 20 


2i4.i;e 


22 


U 


18.2? 


1970 


67 


19 




11*5 


2k 


l6.6? 


177 


22 


12.14? 


k2 




9.5? 


1971 


90 


21 


23.3? 


188 


33 


17.6? 


186^ 


22 


11.8? 


t 

1*9 


3 


6.1? 


1972 


90 


15 


16.7? • 


230 




18.7? 


209 


26 


12.14? 


11 


1 


9.1? 


1973 


87 


20 


23.0? 


193 


ki 


2X.2% 


276 


27 ' 


9.8?. 


, 28 


2 


7.1? 


197 1< 


75 


13 


17.3? 


186 . 


35 


i8.8;e 


238 


30 


12.6? 


2l< 


1 


1^.2? 


1975 


i 


11 


17.7? 


16U 


52 


3i.7;e 


208 


26 


12. 5? 


25 


1 . - 


1^.0^ 


!976 


62 


13 


21.0? 


150 


57 


38.0? 


21U 


23 


10.7? 


60' 


1 


i.7;e , 


1977 




Ik 


31.1? 


ll<9 


51* 


36.2;e 


160 


2k 


15.0? 


• 21* 


0 


0.0? 


1978 


39' 


8 


'20.5? 


ll<7 


55 


•37.1*? 


126' 


27 


21. 1<? 


22 


0 


0.0? 


1979 


22 


12 


51*. 6? 


ll<5 


65 




160 


33 


20.6? 




0 


0.0? 


Innual \ 
iverage 


65.5 


15.8 




167.0 


UU.6 ' 




185.2 


25.5 


i 


32 


1.6 




Total 


720 


171* 


2U,2% 


1»836 


1*91 


26.7% 


2>037 • 


280 


13.7? 


3l<l 


17 


5,0% 



»Frequ«nclM of fllins with dora«atle rentals ov«r $1 million In 196? dpllors. 
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